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PER CURIAM.

John Clay appeals the district court’s2 order affirming the Commissioner’s

decision to deny disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income.  We
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review that decision to determine whether it is supported by substantial evidence on the

record as a whole.  See Ingram v. Chater, 107 F.3d 598, 600 (8th Cir. 1997).  Having

carefully reviewed the record, including the evidence Clay submitted to the Appeals

Council, see Cunningham v. Apfel, 222 F.3d 496, 500 (8th Cir. 2000), we affirm.

We do not consider the new documents Clay submitted with his notice of appeal

because he did not submit them below.  See Delrosa v. Sullivan, 922 F.2d 480, 483-84

(8th Cir. 1991) (refusing to consider new evidence submitted on appeal).  As to the

documents in the record, we believe the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) properly

considered them in making his findings.  Further, we find no basis for disturbing the

ALJ’s credibility determination, see Haggard v. Apfel, 175 F.3d 591, 594 (8th Cir.

1999) (decision of ALJ who considers, but for good cause expressly discredits,

claimant’s subjective complaints will not be disturbed), or his conclusion that Clay did

not have a severe impairment, see Nguyen v. Chater, 75 F.3d 429, 431 (8th Cir. 1996)

(claimant does not have severe impairment when impairment or combination of

impairments would have no more than minimal effect on claimant’s ability to work).

Accordingly, we affirm.
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